REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (REMAP)
COMPETITIVE FUNDING PROCESS

1) DEVELOP YEARLY REMAP SOLICITATION by incorporating ORD Working Group
comments, research direction based on the EMAP Strategy document, and ideas presented by

Senior NHEERL Management. Y early solicitation includes redlistic cutoff deates for recept/
review/ acceptance of pre-proposas and full proposas

2) SEND REMAP SOLICITATION out for review by the ORD Working Group/EMAP

Director. Solicitation includes both criteriafor pre-proposas and full proposas. All

information is posted on the REMAP internet site (http:/Amww.epa.gov/emap/remap).
PREPARE YEARLY CFDA entry.

3) SUBMIT PLAN TO THE REGIONAL WORKING GROUP/REGIONAL OFFICES, and hold
ateleconference to clarify any questions. Post REMAP Solicitation on the EMAP/REMAP
website (http://Amww.epa.gov/emap/remap).

4) EACH REGION SUBMITS THE REMAP SOLICITATION to the states within their
region. All criteriafor sdection isin the REMAP Solicitation aswell as posted on the
EMAP/REMAP website.

5) STATES RESPOND WITH PRE-PROPOSALS based on a standardized format posted on the
REMAP website. Not dl States respond since some have ongoing REMAP projects that are
funded incrementdly or are in a gatus of ano-cost extension.

6) REGIONS REVIEW AND EVALUATE EACH PRE-PROPOSAL based on the Criteriaas
found in the REMAP Solicitation which addresses good science, gpplicability, and potentia for
success. Work with states to refine pre-proposas. Maximum of two submitted to ORD for

potentid funding

7) ORD REMAP coordinator reviews proposas for programmetic completeness. Works with
RegiongStates for further refinement if necessary

8) REMAP COORDINATOR SENDS PRE-PROPOSAL S to the ORD working Group for
review, evduation and comment.

9) ORD DIVISIONS ARE CONTACTED TO DETERMINE an appropriate scientist to serve
as aproject officer to prepare the funding package, help develop the full proposa. ORD

project officers must have completed and up to date contract management training, and
assisancetraining



10) REMAP COORDINATOR REVIEWS ALL COMMENTS and arranges for teleconferences
with the Region/State for comment reconciliation, and recommendations. Some years a
Region may sdlect to split their resources and fund (2) proposals incrementdly.

11) Full PROPOSALS ARE DEVELOPED BASED on established criteriawhich is posted on
the REMAP website.

12) FULL PROPOSALS ARE SUBMITTED to the REMAP Chair, Dir/MED, and then are given
arelevancy review by the REMAP Coordinator.

13) WHEN THE FULL PROPOSALS passthe relevancy review, they are sent out for peer
review. REMAP requires one (1) internd review by an ORD scientist; and two (2) externd
reviews by subject matter specidigts. Reviewers can be recommended by all parties, but the final
decison is made collaboratively by the ORD Working Group the Nationd REMAP
Coordinator, and the ORD Project Officer.

14) PEER REVIEW COMMENTS ARE SENT to the ORD project officer, Regional Working
Group member(s); and to the State for comment reconciliation.

15) ONCE ALL COMMENTS ARE ADDRESSED to the satisfaction of the peer reviewersthe
funding package is prepared by the ORD project officer with assstance from the MED/EM S
and the REMAP Coordinator

16) THE REMAP COORDINATOR REVIEWS the full package for completeness, and prepares
arecommendation for funding which is submitted to the MED/EM S for sgnature by

gpproving officid(s).

17) THE MED/EMS assigns the proper OMI S identification and the project is funded.

Criteriafor Submisson of REMAP Project Pre-proposas

Projects should be congstent with the EM AP approach to environmental monitoring

Multiple projects can be proposed by a Region

Total funding to a Region will not exceed $200K per year

Project periods should be for atwo-year duration

Pre-proposals should be no more than three (3) pages

Regions can propose to use a portion of FY 2002 resources to add to or complete an existing
REMAP project

* New startsmust list all prior REM AP projects, and document that ongoing proj ects
arefully funded and meeting stated obj ectives on time, including a listing of titles of
all completed products and their location.
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Format for the Pre-proposals

The preproposds mugt follow the guidance given in the Salicitaion , and the full proposds
must follow the REMAP Review Guiddines which are posted on the REMAP website
(http:/Mmww.epa.gov/emap/remap) . Adherence to this guidance will expedite the proposal review
process.

1) Cover memo from the Regiona Adminigtrator (or delegated authority) transmitting the
pre-proposal packagesto ORD
2 Pre-proposal (not to exceed three (3) pages in length)
A) Project description
i) Purpose
i) Rationd/need, induding consstency with Regiond srategy
B) Project objectives
1) Stated as questions or hypotheses to be tested
C) Approach
i) Genera gpproach-what isto be done
i) Badc design of project
i) Specific measurements that will be monitored
D) Time- line and potentid product deliverables
E) Participants and partners under proposed work
F) Budget
i) Estimated project cost
i) In-kind services, and other potential sources of support

Full proposals developed for R-EMAP projects will be prepared cooperatively by ORD, Regions,
and organi zations proposing to conduct the research. 1t is expected that the organizations involved
could include gtates, tribes, local governments, and academic indtitutions.

Submit Preproposals or other plansfor using FY 2002, resources to:

Joseph J. Dlugosz, REMAP Coordinator
U.S. EPA/ORD/NHEERL
Mid-Continent Ecology Divison

6201 Congdon Blvd.

Duluth, MN 55804



REVIEWERS GUIDELINES (FULL PROPOSALYS)
I. BACKGROUND:

The Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP) is a multipronged research
gpproach to the development and utilization of ecologica monitoring as a necessary and critica
component of environmenta management and protection. The Regiona Environmental Monitoring and
Assessment Program (REMAP) isan integra part of this program. Through REMAP, each of the
Environmentd Protection Agency (EPA) Regions and Office of Research and Development (ORD)
work in partnership to evaluate and improve the EMAP gpproach as atool for providing information
on the condition of our nation's environment in amanner directly goplicable to resource managers. The
godsfor REMAP are asfollows.

Assg in incorporating the latest science on ecologica monitoring into the Regiond, Stete,
Tribal and loca decision-making process

Advance the science of ecologica monitoring as atool for Regiond, State, Triba and locd
problem formulation in risk assessments and measure the ecologica results of risk management
option sdection

The sdlection and development of REMAP projects is a collaborative effort between ORD and
the Regions. The criteriafor selecting projectsis based on the gods of the program. Because one of
the goalsisto assist in incorporating the latest science into the decision-making process, proposed
REMAP projects must address real regiona environmenta issues where the results of ecologica
monitoring will influence resource management decisons.

Advancing the state of science of ecologicad monitoring is another god of REMAP. To be
considered for this program, projects must propose approaches to make incrementa improvementsin
monitoring techniques. These improvements may include, but are not limited to, the gpplication of
exigting or new techniques to new types of problems, testing and development of new indicators,
verification of techniques and approaches as gpplied to previoudy untested environmenta settings,
gpplication and evauation of data andlysis and presentation methods, and methods for identifying
probable causes of exigting environmenta conditions. Advancing the sate of the science dso relies on
the use of good scientific practices so that the information obtained will be accepted by the scientific (as
well as the decison-making) community. As previoudy indicated, thiswill be verified through the use of
rigorous externd scientific peer review.

An important aspect of the REMAP program isthat it isintended to introduce and help
ingtitutionalize new and improved gpproaches to ecological monitoring. ORD's EMAP program has
hel ped develop and demonstrate important aspects of these new gpproaches. Included are dternative
gpproaches to designing and andyzing monitoring programs o that the results are satigticdly valid and
can be used to characterize environmental conditions with known levels of confidence. Much of
EMAPs successis the reault of the application of probability based



sampling desgns. As part of amultiagency Committee on Environmental and Natural Resources
(CENR) effort, EMAP will be participating in research to develop mechanisms for integrating these
probability based results with those obtained from more site-specific intendve monitoring programs.
REMAP projects must be conceived and implemented so that they are consistent with this gpproach
and provide information that can be used in future integrated regiona or local studies.

The outcome of the REMAP studiesis both an assessment related to the specific study question
and the production of data sets specific to the study. The datafrom REMAP studies, dong with the
required metadata, should be dectronicaly avallable a or near the time of the final report publication.
The data sets and accompanying metedata for the specific REMAP project can either be sent to the
Atlantic Ecology Divison for addition to the REMAP Web ste (http://www.epa.gov/iemap/) or
incorporated into a Regiona or State database that can be directly linked to the EMAP Web site. If
the latter gpproach is used, arrangements must be made for long-term archiva. ORD will provide
written guidance on the federa data and metadata standards that must be followed. ORD will aso
assist theregion and its partners in determining an gpproach to ensure that this data capture occurs.

The proposa selection process included submission of preproposals by the Regionsthat are
reviewed by EPA’s Office of Research and Development scientists. The focus of this phase of the
review process isto verify that the proposed projects are consistent with the EMAP concepts. Those
preproposas consdered to be consstent are then selected for development into full proposas. This
technica review of these proposasis an important step before funding decisons are made.

Il. PROPOSAL RESTRICTIONS:

Projects should not exceed $200K per year. The proposed project period should not exceed
two years (with REMAP funding).

[1l. PROPOSAL FORMAT:
Each proposd should contain the following information:
1. Title Page
2. Table of Contents

3. Project Description--purpose, rationae, importance to the science of environmental
monitoring and an overview of the project.

4. Project Objectives--specific questions/hypotheses, specify precision, accuracy,
completeness, representativeness, and comparability of data required to meet objectives.



5. Technica Approach:

Overview of gpproach

Statistical design--sampling procedures and protocols

Sample tracking/custody procedures

Anaytica procedures--referenced, complete proceduresin Appendix A

Interna quality control checks and frequency

Performance and systems audit procedures and frequency

Preventative maintenance schedules and procedures

Data reduction, vaidation, management, and reporting procedures; including
R-EMAP Information Management Reporting Requirements (see Policy described
in the Background Section of this document ).

I.  Specific procedures for assessing precision, accuracy, and completeness of data

IOMmMODO®m>

6. Schedule, Milestones, Products and Fina Reports

7. Budget--two years, pecifying personnel costs, equipment costs, overhead costs---and
cost-sharing by Regional Office and Cooperators

8. Personnd Qudifications, Project Management Structure, Personne Time Commitments,
and Personnel Respongbilities

9. References

10. Appendices:
A. Andyticd Methods
B. Fidd Methods
C. Personnd Resumes

V. REVIEW CRITERIA:

The criteria chosen for the review attempt to track the proposa elements. Each criterion has
been assgned a maximum number of points that can be awarded for the criterion. In some instances,
an integrated perspective of dl the dementswill be required to gppropriately judge the merit of the
proposa relative to some criteria. The criteria are explained below:

1. Consstence with REMAP concept (30 points):
- Questions/hypotheses are clearly stated
- Monitoring/surveys are an appropriate way to address questions posed
- Reaults could influence environmenta decison/management
- Vauable test of EMAP concepts
- Explicit identification of the resource population being sampled/targeted
- Indicators are appropriate for the questions asked



2. Technicd Meit (35 points):

Appropriate incorporation of exigting literature

Sampling protocols and methods are adequate

Approach overdl is meritorious

Sampling design is clearly specified and appropriate for hypotheses to be tested
Data analysis procedure adequacy

Adequacy of quality assurance/quality control procedures

Specifics are given which describe how the data are to be managed and how the
data and metedata fileswill be made available to the EMAP Web Site, either
through direct trandfer, or through placing on a different Web Server that can

be linked to the EMAP Web Site

3. Costs and Schedule (10 points):

Budget is consstent with tasks to be performed
All costs are identified and are reasonable
Scheduleis achievable

4. Project management (10 points):

Roles and respongihilities are clearly identified
Products and milestones well identified
Management structure appears appropriate

Adequacy of necessary facilities

5. Personnel Qudifications (10 points):

Appropriate expertise for research to be undertaken
Statistical expertise to support design and data analysisissues
Experience level of project team likely to accomplish proposed tasks

6. Chance of Success (5 points):

All things considered--can objectives be met
Redlidtic expectations evident



V. REVIEWER RECOMMENDATIONS:
It isimportant that the review be ended with a specific recommendetion to ether:
Fund asis

Fund with revisions, specifying changes required
Do not fund, specifying why

Note: Formswill be provided to reviewers for both * scoring” proposas and for providing specific
comments.



DRAFT LETTER TO REVIEWERS

Dear

| appreciate your willingness to be one of the reviewers sdlected to evauate a proposed R-
EMAP project. Y ou have been chosen because of your expertise in the environmental and ecological
sciences. It isimportant that any project funded by the Agency, either interndly or externdly, meet the
scientific community’ s standards for technical merit. We are counting on you to see that such standards
are achieved and maintained.

Enclosed are:

N Guiddinesthat you should read carefully before beginning your review

N A form that must be sgned and returned verifying that you do not fed you have any conflict
of interegt in reviewing the submissons

N A comment sheet for each proposd; it is most important that we receive detailed comments

N A scoring sheet for you to complete

N Proposa for your review

Remember at dl timesthat the information contained in the proposd is privileged and provided
solely for the purpose of thisreview. The proposas should not be used in any other way or
disseminated to anyone. If you find yourself in conflict, please return the proposas promptly to me with

anote explaining why you do not fed it is gppropriate that you remain areviewer.

Y our comments should be returned in the enclosed envelope by . Tomaintain our
schedule for funding successful proposals, we need your comments by this date.

Again, | gppreciate your willingnessto assst us. If you have questions concerning the review
process, fed freeto call me at

Sincerdy,



COMMENT SHEET

PROPOSAL TITLE:

REVIEWER' SNAME:

(Please be as specific as possible when making comments. Please fed free to submit as detailed an
evauation as you would like.)

1 Consstency with R-EMAP Concept:

a. Are the questionghypotheses clearly Stated?

b. Are monitoring/surveys an appropriate way to address the questions posed?

c. Could the results influence environmenta decison/management?

d. Does it provide avaluable test of EMAP concepts?

e. Isthe resource population being sampled/targeted explicitly identified?

f. Aretheindicators gppropriate for the questions asked?

2. Technicd Merit:

a. Isthere gppropriate incorporation of the existing literature?

b. Arethe sampling protocols and methods adequate?



c. Isthere merit in the overdl approach?

d. Isthe sampling design clearly specified and appropriate for the hypothesis to be tested?

e. Isthe dataandys's procedure adequate?

f. Arethe quality assurance/qudity control procedures adequate?

0. Are specifics given which describe how the data are to be managed?

Codgts and Schedule:

a. Isthe budget consstent with the tasks to be performed?

b. Aredl cogsidentified; are they reasonable?

c. Isthe schedule achievable?

Project Management:

a. Aretheroles and responghilities clearly identified?

b. Arethe products and milestones well identified?



c. Isthe management Structure appropriate?

d. Arethe necessary facilities adequate?

Personnd Qudifications.

a. Isthe appropriate level of expertise for the research to be undertaken?

b. Does datistica expertise exist to support design and data analys's issues?

c. Does the experience leved of the project team make it likely that the proposed tasks will be
accomplished?

Chances of Success;

a. All things congdered, can the objectives be met?

b. Isthere evidence that the expectations are reditic?



Recommendation:

a. Should the proposd be funded?

b. Funded with revisons?

c. Should the proposal not be funded?



PROPOSAL TITLE:

REVIEWERS NAME:

PROPOSAL REVIEW SCORING FORM

REMAP
Consstency with Technicd Cost and Project Personnel Chance of
EMAP Concept Merit Schedule Management Qudifications Success
(30) (35) (20) (10) (20) (5) Totd




PROPOSAL No.:

REVIEWER:

| hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief, no conflict of interest exists which
may diminish my capacity to provide an impartid, technicaly sound, objective review of the subject
proposa or otherwise result in a biased opinion or unfair competitive advantage.

(Sgnature) (Date)



